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ThiQ i =• a decision on the "Renewed Petition Under 37 CFR 
1 137Ur, filed November 29, 2002, which is being treated as a 
petition under 37 CFR 1.137(b). 

The petition under 37 CFR 1.137(b) is GRANTED. 

The above-identified application became abandoned for failure to 
Hmolv file a proper response to the non final ornce action 
mailed April 18*2000, which set a shortened statutory period of 
threl (3? months for reply. Applicant did not file a proper 
response A proper response would .have been an amendment to the 
Office action, a request for reconsideration of the Office 
•Sfion acontinuinq application, or a Notice of Appeal. 
?nstead aSoliSSt file§ an "Objection to the Interference by 
SSS^Mor^iSd^r. D. Glenn D iyoan" on June 2 , 2000, which 

SSSSJ;?sS; y a a§S5SrS? o^Se'comlLsioner? 0 Tiling of this 
oetitioS did not stay the period for applicant to file a proper 
KsponsS ?o the April 10 §000 Office action Accordingly with 
a three month extension of time under 37 CFR 1 . 136 (a) , applicant 
Lh ,nH nrtnher 10 2000 to file a proper response to the April 
10 2000 Office actionT No proper response with an extension of 
time havinqbeln deceived, the above-iSentif ied . application 
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dismissed ( in Tdlc^siSnmailed on February ^ 2002. Applicant 
filed a renewed petition on April 15, 2002, which was ctismissea 
in a decision mailed on October 2, zuvz. 

With the instant petition, applicant paid the petition fee and 
submitted the required reply m the form of an amendment. 3/.CEK 
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1 137(b)(3) requires a statement that the entire delay in filing 
the required reply from the , due date for the reply until the 
filing of a grantable petition pursuant to 37 CFR 1.137(b) was 
unintentional . The statement . contained in the instant petition 
varies from the language required by 37 CFR 1.137(b) (3). The 
statement contained in the instant petition is .being , construed as 
thlstatement required by 37 CFR 1.137(b) (3). Petitioner must 
notify the Office if this is not a correct interpretation of the 
statement contained in the instant petition. 


The application file is being forwarded to Technology Center 3600 
for consideration of applicant's reply, filed November 29, 2002. 

Telephone inquiries specific to this decision may be directed to 
the undersigned at (703) 305-0272. 


Cliff Congo 
Petitions Attorney 
Office of Petitions 


